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Introduction 

 Telephone numbers are once again quickly becoming a scarce resource.  As new 

technologies such as Voice over Internet Protocol, or “VoIP” as it is more commonly known, 

emerge and existing technologies such as wireless continue to grow, the need for telephone 

numbers continues to increase at an alarming rate.  Unless steps are taken now to conserve the 

numbers presently available within numbering plan areas (NPAs), NPAs  with rate centers both 

within and outside of the top 100 metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) will find themselves 

facing telephone number exhaust.  Consistent with this concern, between October 20, 2004, and 

April 7, 2005, five states – West Virginia, Nebraska, Oklahoma, Michigan, and Missouri – filed 

petitions with the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) seeking permission to expand 

the scope of thousands-block pooling authority.1  Similarly, the Public Utilities Commission of 

Ohio (“Ohio Commission”) filed a petition for delegated authority (attached hereto) with the 

FCC on August 17, 2005, requesting that it be granted authority to expand mandatory thousands-

block pooling to rate centers within Ohio that fall outside of the top 100 MSAs.2  Specifically, 

the Ohio Commission sought delegated authority to implement mandatory, thousands-block 

number pooling in all rate centers in Ohio’s 330/234, 419/567, 740, and 937 NPAs.  In addition, 

the Ohio Commission, in its comments filed with the FCC in support of three state petitions 

(Oklahoma, Nebraska, and West Virginia), requested that the FCC delegate such authority to all 

                                                           
1   See In the Matter of Number Resource Optimization, CC Docket No. 99-200, Fifth Further Notice 

of Proposed Rulemaking (re. Feb. 24, 2006) (hereinafter “FNPRM”) [71 Federal Register 13323 (March 
15, 2006)]. 

2   In the Matter of Number Resource Optimization, CC Docket No. 99-200, Petition for Delegated 
Authority (hereinafter “Ohio petition”).   
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states.3  Realizing the urgent need to address the growing numbering crises of the NPAs 

represented in the petitions of Oklahoma, Nebraska, West Virginia, Michigan and Missouri, the 

FCC granted the requests of the specified states to implement mandatory thousands-block 

pooling in certain NPAs;4 however, the FCC did not act upon Ohio’s request that all states be 

delegated authority to implement mandatory thousands-block number pooling throughout an 

entire NPA.  Instead, the FCC opted to provide opportunity for notice and comment on the 

request through its Fifth Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (“FNPRM”).5   

 While the Ohio Commission applauds the FCC for granting the specific petitions of the 

five states above, the Ohio Commission is disappointed that its petition for delegated authority 

was not similarly granted by the FCC.  The Ohio Commission notes that its petition was 

substantially similar to those petitions which were granted.  Nonetheless, the Ohio Commission 

appreciates both the steps being taken by the FCC to address this important subject and the 

opportunity to provide further comments for the FCC’s consideration.  

Expedited Relief Needed for Ohio’s 740 and 937 NPAs  

  Notwithstanding the FCC’s current FNPRM, due to the impending exhaust of the 740 and 

937 NPAs, the Ohio Commission again reiterates its request that the FCC grant its pending 

petition in an expedited manner.  In its August 17, 2005, petition, the Ohio Commission noted 

that, as a result of the FCC’s required provisioning of local number portability (“LNP”) outside 

                                                           
3  See In the Matter of Number Resource Optimization, CC Docket No. 99-200 (Comments of the 

Public Utilities Commission of Ohio) (Nov. 29, 2004).  The comments filed on November 29, 2004, were 
filed in support of the Oklahoma petition.  Comments in support of the Nebraska and West Virginia 
petitions were subsequently filed and were substantively the same as those filed in support of the Oklahoma 
petition. 

4   FNPRM at ¶ 1. 

5   See Id. at ¶ 14. 
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the top 100 MSAs, almost the entire state of Ohio currently has the availability of LNP, and, 

therefore, can avail itself of the benefits of number pooling, which will  extend the lives of the 

NPAs.6  The Ohio Commission provided statistics to highlight the benefits of pooling to the lives 

of the NPAs but pointed out that two of our area codes nearest to exhaust are extremely 

underutilized.7  In particular, at the end of 2005, the 740 NPA and the 937 NPA had a total 

utilization of 33 percent and 38 percent, respectively.8  According to the North American 

Numbering Plan Administrator’s (“NANPA”) April 27, 2006, NPA Exhaust Forecast, the 740 

NPA is scheduled to exhaust in the 3rd Quarter of 2009; and the 937 NPA projected exhaust date 

is the 2nd Quarter of 2010.9  With such short remaining lives and underutilization of telephone 

numbers in these two NPAs, the Ohio Commission strongly urges that the FCC immediately 

grant it delegated authority to implement mandatory number pooling in at least these two NPAs.  

This action would allow Ohio to more efficiently utilize the numbers within those NPAs and to 

possibly forestall exhaust.  The Ohio Commission emphasizes that any area code exhaust is 

disruptive to the public, and any method of forestalling the need for new area codes best serves 

the public interest.   

 While the Ohio Commission will subsequently address the process for granting future 

state petitions to implement mandatory number pooling as requested in the FNPRM, the Ohio 

Commission points out that the requested relief for the “740” and “937” NPAs either meets or 

will shortly meet the requirements under which the FCC granted the petitions of West Virginia, 

                                                           
6   Ohio Petition at 3. 

7   Id. at 5. 

8   These percentages were calculated by Ohio staff using confidential utilization information 
provided to the North American Numbering Plan Administrator (“NANPA”) by carriers requiring 
numbering resources. 

9   Http://www.nanpa.com/pdf/NRUF/April%202006%20NPA%20Exhaust%20Projections.pdf. 
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Nebraska, Oklahoma, Michigan and Missouri.  Therefore, the Ohio Commission sees no need to 

delay a ruling on its petition, at least with regard to the “740” and “937” NPAs, until the 

questions in the FCC’s FNPRM are resolved.  Under its guidelines for area code relief10, Ohio 

will begin relief planning for the “740” NPA in July, 2007 and for the “937” NPA in March of 

2008, two years before exhaust.  It is the Ohio Commission’s hope that, with delegated authority 

to require mandatory thousands-block number pooling in all rate centers, these anticipated 

exhaust dates will be delayed to some later time.  The Ohio Commission notes that NANPA 

begins its area code relief process three years before exhaust; consequently, if NANPA were 

conducting Ohio’s relief process, area code relief for the “740” NPA would begin in just a few 

months with the “937” NPA’s process beginning shortly after.  No matter whether the planning 

begins this year or next, the Ohio Commission believes the NPAs are extremely underutilized 

due, in large part, to the lack of mandatory thousands-block number pooling in all of the rate 

centers in these NPAs.  The issuance of new NPAs will only further exacerbate inefficient 

utilization of telephone numbers.  Therefore, the Ohio Commission believes that it is extremely 

critical and urgent that the FCC grant its petition for delegated authority as filed or, at a 

minimum, grant this authority for Ohio’s “937” and “740” NPAs. 

                                                           
10   In its Second Report and Order and Memorandum Opinion and Order (FCC 96-333, August 8, 

1996) the FCC required states wishing to continue to exercise their delegated authority to plan and 
implement area code relief to notify the new NANPA.  By letter of February 5, 1998, the Assistant 
Attorney General of Ohio notified NANPA of Ohio’s intention to retain full NPA relief planning oversight 
authority. 
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Discussion of FNPRM 

 The FCC seeks comment on whether mandatory pooling should be extended to rate 

centers outside the top MSAs by giving the states delegated authority to implement mandatory, 

thousands-block number pooling at their discretion.11  The FCC also seeks comment on the costs 

and benefits to various alternative options for the delegation of number pooling authority to the 

states.12  Ideally, the Ohio Commission believes that extending mandatory, thousands-block 

pooling to rate centers outside the top MSAs is of the utmost importance.  Ohio, for example, is 

experiencing an increase in the demand for numbering resources in our more rural areas as 

competition begins to move into Ohio’s rate centers outside of the top 100 MSAs.  The Ohio 

Commission believes that by delegating authority to the states to implement pooling at their 

discretion, the FCC will be implementing this “next stage” of pooling.  Such authority ties 

directly to the authority given to states to initiate needed area code relief. 

 State commissions are more closely in tune with the individual companies’ capabilities 

under their jurisdiction, as well as with the needs and desires of those companies’ customers.  

This understanding is especially true with the small local exchange companies (“LECs”) in their 

respective states.  In addition, many states constantly monitor the status of the numbering 

resources within their states and scrutinize the level of competition and the need for numbering 

resources in their individual NPAs.  By delegating to the states the authority to determine the 

need for mandatory pooling, the FCC is allowing the entity closest to the concerns to remedy the 

problems.  Further, once delegated the authority to implement mandatory, thousands-block 

                                                           
11   See FNPRM at ¶ 16. 

12   See Id. at ¶ 17. 
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pooling outside the top 100 MSAs, a state commission will be best able to consider the existence 

of any “special circumstances” that may be relevant to the implementation of this capability.     

 Each state’s numbering resource situation is unique.  For example, consider the number 

of states with only one NPA and compare their numbering needs to Ohio’s numbering concerns.  

Ohio currently has 10 active NPAs, as well as two overlay NPAs which are temporarily on hold 

(mainly due to the benefits of mandatory pooling), one NPA forecasted to exhaust in slightly 

more than three years, and another NPA with a forecasted exhaust in approximately four years.  

Clearly, Ohio will need to look at numbering optimization differently in some respects than the 

“one-NPA” states. 

 By allowing the states to determine when and where to extend mandatory pooling to 

areas outside of the top 100 MSAs, the FCC is giving the states more flexibility to fit the most 

appropriate resolution to their immediate numbering resources situation(s).  One solution does 

not necessarily fit all.  The level of competition and the demand for numbers often differ even 

within the various exchanges that comprise an NPA.  The remaining life of an NPA may not be 

the only factor needed to be considered.  Implementing mandatory pooling in an NPA several 

years before it is forecasted to exhaust, rather than waiting until three years before exhaust, will, 

in fact, extend the life of the NPA even longer because telephone numbers may be assigned more 

efficiently earlier in the process.  Even though a more rural NPA may be relatively close to 

exhaust due to the NPA’s remaining NXX codes, the percentage of actual utilization of the 

numbers in the NPA may be quite low.  Implementing mandatory pooling in such an NPA will 

extend its life by sharing numbers that would be normally stranded without mandatory pooling.  

Other factors that may need to be considered include whether all of the LECs in an NPA have the 

ability to pool in their switches and, if they do not do so, the time frame needed for the LECs to 
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update their switches for this capability.  As the Ohio Commission has stated before, state 

commissions are often more cognizant of such factors than the FCC simply because of their 

regulatory day-to-day dealings with these companies.  

 Delegating to states the authority to extend mandatory pooling at their discretion allows 

the states to eliminate optional pooling if they so choose.  The Ohio Commission believes that 

optional pooling is not an efficient means of numbering optimization.  Optional pooling leaves 

the decision to pool to the discretion of competing service providers that have no incentive to aid 

their competitors.  Ohio has experienced situations where, due to their “optional” status, some 

companies have not been prepared to donate to the number pools in a timely manner and do not 

appear to be taking their forecasting obligations seriously.  When requests from the Pooling 

Administrator for donations to the pool are sent to companies in the specific rate centers, service 

providers in optional areas may not have conducted the research necessary to immediately 

donate clean or slightly contaminated blocks to the pool.  To avoid a delay in obtaining numbers, 

the competing company requesting numbering resources will consequently be forced to request a 

full NXX code from NANPA even though unused numbers could be available if the service 

providers with “optional” pooling had done their “homework”.  Mandatory pooling would 

eliminate these problems. 

 The Ohio Commission asserts that the FCC’s existing, case-by-case process to extend 

mandatory pooling takes too long, even when states ask for the delegated authority to be 

expedited.  During the wait, NXX codes are wastefully assigned, especially in optional pooling 

areas where the blocks of numbers may never be donated to the pool.  Companies’ forecasts 

change, often in mid-stream. Consequently, their numbering needs may increase quickly and 

may affect the life of the NPA in ways not originally anticipated.  If states have the additional 
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authority to order mandatory pooling at their discretion, they may be able to respond more 

quickly to the numbering resource situation and, thus, delay the need for area code relief. 

 Similarly, the Ohio Commission avers that the FCC’s alternative proposal of a phased-in 

approach to expanding number pooling to all rate centers is less desirable than a blanket 

delegation of authority to implement mandatory, thousands-block number pooling.  Rather than 

waiting to delegate number pooling authority to the states when a specific NPA is within three 

years of exhaust or some other arbitrary exhaustion criteria, the Ohio Commission advocates that 

the sooner such authority is delegated to the states, the better that NPA exhaustion can be 

addressed.  This issue can be analogized to taking medicine at the beginning of an illness or 

waiting until the illness has manifested into something far more severe and is no longer entirely 

treatable. 

 The Ohio Commission believes that, once mandatory thousands-block pooling is 

implemented throughout all rate centers in all NPAs, NANPA should be directed to begin to use 

7-digit LRN’s (local routing numbers).  This practice would allow LRN’s to be assigned by a 

thousand-number block rather than a full NXX code of 10,000 numbers.  Such a practice would 

be another efficient step towards avoiding stranded numbers, especially in underutilized, rural 

NPAs.  In addition, the Ohio Commission believes that such a practice would greatly extend the 

life of the North American Numbering Plan.  The Ohio Commission urges the FCC to consider 

this option in a future rulemaking procedure. 

 Finally, with respect to the FCC’s request for comment on its Initial Regulatory 

Flexibility Analysis, the Ohio Commission believes that the affected small telephone companies 

are more appropriately situated to address the requested analysis.  Consequently, the Ohio 
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Commission will rely on the small telephone companies that may be affected to provide 

comments regarding the FCC’s requested Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis. 

Conclusion 

 It is the belief of the Ohio Commission that the FCC’s delegation of authority to the 

states to use their discretion to determine the need to extend mandatory thousands-block pooling 

to rate centers outside the top 100 MSAs would be a “win-win” situation for all involved, both in 

terms of benefits and costs.  Being able to distribute numbers in thousands blocks is definitely 

one step closer to a more efficient use of numbering resources.  Numbers currently stranded may 

be assigned to other service providers.  All service providers understand what is expected of 

them with mandatory pooling.  Time is not wasted imploring service providers to voluntarily 

donate blocks of numbers to a pool in an optional pooling area.  Overall, number utilization in 

the NPA improves and fewer NXX codes for pool replenishment are required as compared to the 

situation under optional pooling.  Additionally, it will also conserve critical state and FCC 

administrative resources associated with the burdensome case-by-case approach the FCC has 

historically followed.  With the more efficient use of numbers, we are forestalling area code 

relief, a cost-savings for everyone, companies and customers alike.  As such, the Ohio 

Commission strongly encourages the FCC to grant to all states the authority to require mandatory 

thousands-block number pooling in NPAs and/or rate centers falling outside of the top 100 

MSAs. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
 
Jim Petro 
Ohio Attorney General 
 
/s/ Anne L. Hammerstein  
Anne L. Hammerstein 
Deputy Attorney General 
Public Utilities Section 
180 East Broad Street, 9th Fl 
Columbus, OH  43215-3793 
(614) 466-4397 
FAX:  (614) 644-8764 
anne.hammerstein@puc.state.oh.us 

Date submitted:  March 15, 2006 
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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

In the Maller of
Number Resource Optimization CC Docket No. 99-200

PETITION FOR DELEGATED AUTHORITY
BYTHE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

I. INTRODUCTION

The Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (PUCO) hereby requests an additional delega-

tion of authority from the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) in order to implement

additional number conservation measures in the state of Ohio, Specifically, the PUCO seeks to

implement mandatory thousands-block number pooling in those portions of the state in which

such pooling is not currently present, including portions of the 3301234, 419/567, 740, and 937

NPAs. Mandatory pooling would then apply to all rate centers in these NPAs, including those

outside of the top 100 metropolitan statistical areas (MSA) in which two or more carriers operate

that have implemented local number portability.

Previously the FCC, pursuant to its Order of November 3D, 1999, in CC Docket No. 96-

98, In the Maller of the Petition of (he Ohio Public Utilities Commission for De/egation of

Additional Authority (0 Implement Number Conservatiun Measures, granled the PUCO the

authority to set NXX code allocation standards; reclaim unused and reserved NXX codes, and

thousand number blocks within those codes; investigate and order the relurn of reserved and
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